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DOE Hydrogen Program 2008 Annual Merit Review & Peer Evaluation
Project Evaluation Form

Project Number: | Reviewer:

Presenter Name: *resenter Org:

Provide specific, concize comments to support yvour evaluation -- and, write clearly please.

1. Belevance to overall DOE objectives - the degree o which the project supparts the President’s Hydrogen Fuel
Initiative and the goals and objectives of the applicable Multi-'ear RO&D plan. [Weight = 202Z)

4 - Outstanding. Projectis critical to Hydrogen Initiative and fully supports OOE RO&D objectives, SCore

3 - Good. Most project aspects align with the Hydrogen Initiative and DOE RO&D objectives.

2 - Fair. Project partially supports the Hydragen Initiative and OOE RO&D objectives.

1 - Poor. Project provides little support bo the Hydrogen Initative and the O0OE RD&D objectives.
comment

* + * * + ¥

2. Approach to performing the RO - the degree to which technical barriers are addressed, the project is well-designed,
technically feasible, and inkegrated with other research. [Weight = 20%)
4 - Outstanding. Sharply focused on technical barriers; difficult to improve approach significantly. SCore
3 - Good. Generally effective but zould be improwved; contributes to overcoming some barriers.
2 - Fair. Has zignificant weaknesses; may have some impact on overcoaming barriers.
1 - Poor. Motresponsive to project objectives; unlikely to contribute to owercoming the barriers.
comment

3. Technical accomplishments and progress toward overall project and DOE goals - the degree to which
rezearch progress is measured against performance indicators and b0 which the project elicits improved performance,
[wWeight = $02)
4 - Outstanding. Eucellent progress toward objectives; suggests that barrier[=] will be owvercome. SCore
3 - Good. Significant progress toward objectives and owercoming one or more barriers.
2 - Fair. Modest progress in overcoming barriers; rate of progress has been slow.
1 - Poor. Little or no demonstrated progress towards objectives or any barriers.
COmment
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4. Collaborations with other institutions - the degree ta which the project interacts with industry partners, universities
and laboratories. [Weight = 102£])
4 - Outstanding. Close, appropriate coordination with other institutions; partners are full participants. SCore

2 - Good. Some coordination exists; Mecessary coordination could be accomplished easily.
2 - Fair. A little zoordination exists; Mecessary coordination would take significant effart.
1 - Poor. Mostwork iz done at the sponzoring organiz ation with litkle outside inkeraction.

comment

5. Proposed future research - the degree to which the project has effectively planned future work in a logical
manner by incorporating appropriate decision points, considering barriers to the realization of the proposed technology and
when zenzible, mitigating risk by providing alkernate development pathways. [Weight = 1022)

4 - Outstanding. Plans clearly build on past progress and are sharply focused on barriers. SCore

3 - Good. Flans build on past progress and generally address owercoming barriers.
2 - Fair. Plans maylead to improwements, but need better focus on overcaming barriers.
1 - Poor. Plans have little relevance toward eliminating barriers or adwancing the program.

comment

Project strengths

Project weaknesses

Eecommendations for changes to the project scope

Project Number: Reviewer:
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DOE Hydrogen Program 2008 Annual Merit Review & Peer Evaluation
Education Project Evaluation Form

Project Number- Reviewer:

Presenter Name: *resenter Org:

Provide zpecific, concize comments to suppart your evaluation -- and, write clearly please.

1. Belevance to overall DOE objectives - the degree ta which the project supports the President®s Hydrogen Fuel
Initiative and the goals and objectives of the Multi-Year RO&DO plan. [Weight = 203)

4 - Dutstanding. F'r-:'!e-ct iz critical to Hgdrngen Initiative and FuIIH Supports ODE RO&D objectives. SCOre

3 - Good Mostproject aspects align with the Hydrogen Initistive and DOE BO&D objectives. !
2 - Fair. Project partially supports the Hydrogen Initiative and O0E RO&D objectives.

1 - Poor. Project provides little support ta the Hydrogen Initiative and the O0E RO&0 objectives.
comment

2. Approach toperfarming the work - the degree ta which technical barriers are addressed, the project is well-designed,
feasible, and inteqgrated with ather efforks. [Weight = 202£)
4 - Outstanding. Sharply focused on technical barriers; difficult bo improwve approach significantly. SC0Ie
3 - Good. Generally effective but could be improved; contributes bo overcoming some barriers.
2 - Fair. Has significant weakneszes; may have some impact on overcoming barriers.
1 - Poor. Motresponsive to project objectives; unlikely ko contribute to owercoming the barriers.
comment

3. Accomplizshments and Progress toward overall project and O0E goals - the degree to which progress is
measured against performance indicators, [Weight = 402)

4 - Outstanding. E:xcellent progress toward objectives; suggests that barrier[s) will be overcome. SCOre
3 - Good. Significant progress toward objectives and overzoming one or more barriers.
2 - Fair. Maodest progress in overcoming barriers; rate of progress has been slow.

1 - Poor. Little or no demonstrated progress bowards abjectives or any barriers.

comment
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4. Collaborations - the degree to which the project interacts with other entities and projects. [Weight = 1052)

- Outstanding. Close, appropriate coordination with other institutions; partners are full participants. SE0re

4
3 - Good. Some coordination exists; fullineeded coordination could be accomplished easzily.
2 - Fair. Alittle coordination ezists; fullfneeded coordination would kake significant effort.

1 - Poor. Mostwork is done at the sponsoring organization with little outgide interaction.

comment

5. Proposed Future Work - the degree ta which the project has effectively planned its Future, considered
contingencies, builk in optional paths or off ramps, etc. [Weight = 1022)
4 - Outstanding. Flans clearly build on past progress and are sharply focused on barriers. SCore

3 - Good. Plansbuild on past progress and generally address overcoming barriers.
2 - Fair. Plans may lead bo improvements, but need better Focus onovercoming barriers.
1 - Poor. Planz have little relevance toward eliminating barriers or advancing the program.

comment

Project Streniths

Project Weaknesses

Becommendations for Additions/Deletions 1o Project Scope

Project Number: Reviewer:
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DOE Hydrogen Program
2008 Annual Merit Review & Peer Evaluation

Sub-Program Evaluation Form (plenary and opening sessions)

Reviewer:

Title of Sub-Frogram

Presenter Nlame

Izing the following criteria, rate the work presented inthe context of the Program objectives and provide
specific, concise comments to support waur evaluation. “Ontitesprint clearly pleaze, ***

1. Was the Sub-program area was adequately covered?
{include information presented in the Plenary presentation of the Sub-program if appropriate):

2. Were importamt issues and challenges identified?
Are plans identified for addressing them? Are there gaps in the project portfolio ?:

3. Does the Sub-program area appear to be focused, well-managed, and effective in
addressing the DOE Hydrogen Program BED needs?:

4. Other Comments:
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DOE Hydrogen Program
2008 Annual Merit Review and Peer Evaluation Meeting
Hydrogen Storage Center of Excellence Evaluation Form

NOTE: This evaluation form is only for the evaluation of the Center of
Excellence overall presentation (NOT for partner evaluations)

Project Number: | Reviewer Name: |

Title of Project: | Center of Excellence Overall Presentation
(Sorption, Metal Hydride, or Chemical)

Using the following criteria, rate the work presented in the context of the program objectives and
provide specific, concise comments to support your evaluation.

1. Approach to performing the R&D — the degree to which the DOE EERE Multi-year
Program Plan (RD&D Plan) technical barriers are addressed; the overall CoE effort is well-
designed and technically feasible. The technical approach clearly leverages partners’ unique
skills to complement activities and avoid duplication. The CoE management approach includes,
and has demonstrated, effective down-select/decision points and criteria. CoE progress and
technical direction are periodically internally “audited” for effectiveness, efficiency, and
benefits.

(Weight = 25%)

4 - Outstanding. The overall center is sharply focused on one or more key technical barriers to
development of onboard hydrogen storage technology (focused on 2010 targets). Difficult for the
approach to be improved significantly.

3 - Good. The approach is generally well thought out and effective but could be improved in a few
areas. Most aspects of the center projects will contribute to progress in overcoming the barriers.

2 - Fair. Some aspects of the center projects may lead to progress in overcoming some barriers, but the
approach has significant weaknesses.

1 - Poor. The approach is not responsive to project objectives and unlikely to make significant
contributions to overcoming the barriers.

score comments

2. Technical accomplishments and progress toward DOE goals — the degree to which the
CoE research has achieved progress across the center. CoE’s actual progress and technical
accomplishments are measured against performance indicators and quantitative milestones as
related to DOE’s RD&D plan. (Weight =25%)

4 - Outstanding. The overall CoE has made excellent progress toward objectives and overcoming one or
more key technical barriers. Progress to date suggests that the barrier(s) may be overcome.

3 - Good. The overall CoE has shown significant progress toward its objectives and to overcoming one
or more technical barriers.
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2 - Fair. The overall CoE has shown modest progress in overcoming barriers, and the rate of progress
has been slow.

1 - Poor. The overall CoE has demonstrated little or no progress towards its objectives or any barriers.
score comments

3. Proposed future research approach and relevance — the degree to which the CoE has
effectively planned its future, considered contingencies, built in optional paths or off ramps, etc.
(Weight = 20%)

4 - Outstanding. The future work plan clearly builds on past progress and is sharply focused on one or
more key technical barriers in a timely manner.

3 - Good. Future work plans build on past progress and generally address removing or diminishing
barriers in a reasonable period.

2 - Fair. The future work plan may lead to improvements, but should be better focused on
removing/diminishing key barriers in a reasonable timeframe.

1 - Poor. Future work plans have little relevance or benefit toward eliminating barriers or advancing the
program.

score comments

4. Coordination, collaborations and effectiveness of communications within the CoE — the
degree to which the partners interact, interface, or coordinate with other partners within the CoE.
The center coordinator provides a mechanism to foster partner interaction, interface, or
coordination within the CoE. The center coordinator has helped to leverage resources to achieve
progress and obtained maximum benefit from the center’s overall funding. Technical progress
gained from the CoE has benefited from the group effort as opposed to a group of independent
projects.

(Weight = 20%)

4 - Outstanding. Close coordination is evident among the majority of partners with continuing cross
center communications and collaborations; partners are full participants.

3 - Good. Some coordination exists; full and needed coordination could be accomplished fairly easily.

2 - Fair. A little coordination exists; full and needed coordination would take significant time and effort
to initiate. Some partners appear to be insufficiently aware of other work occurring in the CoE.

1 - Poor. Communications among and between partners appears to be insufficient. It appears as if
unnecessary duplication of work may be occurring.
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score comments

5. Collaborations/Technology Transfer Outside the CoE — the degree to which the CoE
interacts, interfaces, or coordinates with the other DOE CoEs and with other institutions and
projects.

(Weight = 10%)

4 - Outstanding. Close coordination with other DOE CoEs and other institutions is in place and
appropriate; the CoE is formally leveraging other work occurring in the subject areas.

3 - Good. Some coordination exists; full and needed coordination could be accomplished fairly easily.
2 - Fair. A little coordination exists; full and needed coordination would take significant time and effort
to initiate. The CoE does not appear to be fully aware of other major R&D efforts occurring in a
particular subject area.

1 - Poor. Most of the work done within the CoE; has little outside interactions or collaborations.

score comments

Overall Center Strengths

Overall Center Weaknesses

Recommendations for Additions/Deletions to Center Scope
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